
STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

* * * * *

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion,
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance
with the competitive checklist in 271 of Section
the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

)
)
)
)

---------------)

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) ss.

COUNTY OF INGHAM )

Case No. U-II104

Sara C. Devine, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on the 19th day of

December, 1996, she caused to be served upon the persons listed in the attached Service List, copies

of the Response of MCI Telecommunications Corporation Compliance Filing and Request for

Approval of Plan on IntraLata Toll Dialing Parity in the above-referenced matter, by placing said

copies in envelopes addressed to each person listed on the Service List and, with postage fully prepaid

thereon, deposited said envelopes in a United States mail receptacle.

Sara C. Devine

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19th day of December, J996.

<.. }tt/t K.( L;!J7 ;0cu?L: l

Jeann~,M. Baker, Notary Public
Ingham County, Michigan
My commission expires: 6/19/01
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SERVICE LIST

MR NORMAN C WITTE
WORLDCOM INC.
115 W ALLEGAN AVE, 10TH FLOOR
LANSING MI 48933-1712

HON. FRANK STROTHER
MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
PO BOX 30221
LANSING MI 48909

MR TIMOTHY P. COLLINS
26500 NORTHWESTERN HWY
SUITE 203
SOUTHFIELD MI 48076

MR RICHARD P. KOWALSKI
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
8140 WARD PARKWAY 5E
KANSAS CITY MO 64114

MR DAVID VOGES
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
6545 MERCANTILE WA Y, STE 15
LANSING MI 4891 I

ORJIAKOR N. ISIOGU
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
PO BOX 30212
LANSING MI 48909

MR LARRY SALUSTRO
AT&T
4660 S. HAGADORN 6TH FLOOR
EAST LANSING MI 48823

MR RODERICK S. COY
MR STEWART A. BINKE
200 N CAPITOL AVE., STE 600
LANSING MI 48933

CRAIG ANDERSON
AMERITECH MICHIGAN
444 MICHIGAN AVENUE ROOM 1750
DETROIT MI 48226

MS JOAN CAMPION
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS
205 N MICHIGAN AVENUE STE 3700

7

CHICAGO IL 60601

MR WILLIAM CELIO DIRECTOR
COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION
PO BOX 30221
LANSING MI 48909

TODD J. STEIN BROOKS
FIBERCOMMUNICATlONS

2855 OAK INDUSTRIAL DIVE NE
GRAND RAPIDS, MI 49506-1277

MARK J. BURZYCH
FOSTER SWIFT COLLINS & SMITH
313 S. WASHINGTON SQUARE
LANSING MI 48933

DAVID E. MARVIN
FRASER TREBILCOCK DAVIS & FOSTER
1000 MICHIGAN NATlONAL TOWER
LANSING MI 48933

SHERRI A. WELLMAN
LOOMIS EWERT PARSLEY DAVIS & GOTTING
232 S CAPITOL AVENUE SUITE 1000
LANSING MI 48933

RICHARD D. GAMBER JR
MICHIGAN CONSUMER FEDERATION
115 W. ALLEGAN SUITE 500
LANSING MI 48933

ANDREW O. ISAR
TELEPHONE COMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS
ASSN
P.O. BOX 2461
GIG HARBOR WA 98335

KATHERINE E. BROWN
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
555 4TH STREET, N. W.
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20001

GAYLE TEICHER
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET, ROOM 544
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554
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JOB" MBrsh
Attorney

December 19, 1996

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary Division
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Ms. Wideman:

RE: Case No. U-III04

'ATlaT-~
Suite 1300
227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, IL 60606
312 230-2663

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
FILED

DEC 1 9 1996

COMMISSION

Enclosed for filing in the above referenced case is the
original and fifteen (15) copies of AT&T Communications of
Michigan, Inc. 's Reply Comments to Ameritech Michigan's
Compliance Filing and Request for Approval of Plan on
IntraLata Toll Dialing Parity.

Sincerely,

Enclosures

OJ
<6& RecyCled Paper



STATE OF !\.1ICIDGAN

BEFORE THE !\.1ICIDGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion,
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance
with the competitive checklist in Section 271 )
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

)
)

)
)

Case No. U-ll104

AT&T'S REPLY COMMENTS TO AMERITECH MICHIGAN'S
COMPLIANCE FILING AND REQUEST FOR APPROVAL

ON PLAN OF INTRALATA TOLL DIALING PARITY

. AT&T hereby files comments in reply to Ameritech Michigan's "Compliance Filing

and Request for Approval ofPlan on IntraLATA Toll Dialing Parity," filed on November

27, 1996. 1

INTRODUCTORY REPLY COMMENTS

Ameritech's intraLATA toll dialing parity "compliance" filing defies explanation.

On November 27, 1996 -- the date the "compliance" filing was submitted -- Arneritech

was in contempt of Orders from both this Commission and the Ingham County Circuit

Court requiring Ameritech to implement intraLATA toll dialing parity throughout the

Although AT&T is submitting these comments in reply to issues raised by Ameritech's
submission, AT&T, as an "interested party," is "not limited to filing responses to Ameritech Michigan."
See MPSC August 28,1996 Order, Case No. U-l1104, p. 3. Indeed., interested parties have been invited
by the Commission to file infonnation relevant to this docket at any time. Because AT&T's analysis of the
issues raised by the Commission in this docket is currently incomplete, AT&T hereby reserves the right to
submit, at a later time, additional infonnation that may be responsive to the issues outlined in
Attachments A and B to the August 28 Order.



State ofMichigan. Despite a finding by this Commission that intraLATA toll dialing

parity was necessary for effective local competition, and despite the fact that Ameritech

had been ordered to implement full intraLATA dialing parity in most of its exchanges in

Michigan no later than, July 26, 1996, as of the date Ameritech's "compliance" filing only

10% ofAmeritech Michigan's customers had a choice ofcompetitors for 1+ intraLATA

toll calling. The violation ofvalid Commission Orders cannot equate to "compliance"

under any possible standard.

Even more remarkable, as part of its "compliance" filing Ameritech proposed an

alternative implementation schedule -- one that was inconsistent with and contrary to the

dialing parity policies and schedules previously established by this Commission. By

proposing this new plan, Ameritech's conduct moved far beyond flagrant disobedience of

standing Commission Orders. 2 Under the guise of satisfying the requirements of Section

271 ofthe federal Telecommunications Act, Ameritech submitted an alternative schedule

that not only wholly ignored the competitive policies articulated by this Commission it also

deferred full compliance with the Commission's dialing parity implementation schedule

until 10 days prior to Ameritech's exercise of interLATA authority. This flies in the face

of the Commission's conclusion that intraLATA toll dialing parity should not be linked to

or dependent upon Ameritech's receipt of interLATA authority. Ameritech has attempted

to justify its failure to implement dialing parity on a faulty interpretation of Section 312b

ofthe Michigan Telecommunications Act. However, even if Ameritech's argument

regarding the interpretation of Section 312b ofthe MTA were correct (which AT&T

Notably, Ameritech's compliance filing was submitted two days before the Michigan Court of
Appeals entered an Emergency Stay of Commission Orders addressing the implementation of I+ toll
dialing parity.

2



vehemently disputes), approval of the new implementation schedule proposed by

Ameritech will likely result in pushing the actual date that full dialing parity is made

available to Michigan consumers even beyond July 31, 1997, the expiration date of

Section 312b under the "sunset" provisions of the MTA. Thus, it would appear that under

the guise of"compliance" with Commission policy, Ameritech is actually seeking to obtain

Commission approval to further delay implementation of full dialing parity beyond the date

when Ameritech will lose its statutory "excuse" for failing to follow the existing

Commission Orders on the subject. Indeed, given the pro-competition policies established.

by the Commission in the dialing parity dockets, Ameritech's unilateral alternative

proposal should be flatly rejected.

The competitive checklist found in Section 271 identifies the minimum conditions

that a Bell Operating Company such as Ameritech Michigan must satisfy before it can

provide interLATA services. Section 271 is designed to give Ameritech incentives to

provide CLECs like AT&T access and interconnection to its local exchange networks.

Section 271 is not a license to ignore the substantial body of authority that this

Commission has established in an effort to foster local competition in the State of

Michigan. Moreover, the checklist requirements of Section 271 do not pre-empt or usurp,

in any way, the force or effectiveness ofvalid Commission Orders or the requirements of

state law.

At the time Ameritech submitted its "compliance" filing, it was in direct violation

ofvalid Commission Orders on intraLATA toll dialing parity. Until the issues related to

Ameritech's failure to fully implement 1+ toll dialing parity in accordance with the

3



Commission's Orders are finally resolved, Ameritech should not be deemed to be in

"satisfactory compliance with the Commission's policy regarding intraLATA toll dialing

parity. "

4



SPECIFIC REPLY COMMENTS

a. Is Ameritech Michigan providing intraLATA dialing parity in

Michigan on a statewide basis.

AT&T's Reply Comments: No. Despite this Commission's previous decisions

and Orders regarding the competitive benefits to be achieved through implementation of

statewide intraLATA toll dialing parity, Ameritech has failed and refused to provide its

Michigan consumers with the ability to make a choice in the intraLATA toll marketplace.

After a protracted series of appeals (discussed in more detail in the reply comments filed

by AT&T in this docket on December 4, 1996), Ameritech's continuing failure to comply

with the Commission's intraLATA dialing parity Orders is now pending before the

Supreme Court of the State ofMichigan. A copy of AT&T's submission to the Supreme

Court will be filed in this docket under separate cover.

b. Is Ameritech Michigan providing local dialing parity in Michigan on

a statewide basis?

AT&T's Reply Comments: No. Ameritech is not currently offering competing

providers with nondiscriminatory access to such services and information as are necessary

to allow the requested carrier to implement local dialing parity in accordance with the

requirements of section 251 (b)(3). The primary deficiencies are the result of Ameritech's

failure to offer comprehensive interim number portability solutions.

Local dialing parity is possible, in part, because of number portability. Under the

interim number portability solutions currently offered by Ameritech, however, CLECs like

5



AT&T can offer local dialing parity to only some of their customers. Arneritech is

currently offering only two number portability solutions in Michigan -- DID (direct inward

dialing) and RCF (remote call forwarding). Neither of these two options can be

effectively used to provide number portability to large switched-based business customers.

These customers can be served only by the use of more sophisticated number portability

solutions such as Route Indexing, a solution which has been found to be technically

feasible. But Arneritech has refused AT&T's request to provide Route Indexing in

Michigan. Thus, until an effective permanent number portability solution is achieved,

Arneritech cannot be said to be providing complete local dialing parity in the State of

Michigan.

c. Does Ameritech Michigan have any Commission, state court, federal

court, Federal Communications Commission, or legislative action pending related to

the provision of intraLATA dialing parity and local dialing parity? If yes, supply

copies of Ameritech Michigan's or any of its affiliates' pleadings or proposals related

thereto. If state or federal courts have issued orders related to intraLATA dialing

parity or local dialing parity, provide copies of those orders.

AT&T's Reply Comments: Yes. See, AT&T's discussion of the proceedings

related to Arneritech's failure to comply with the Commission's intraLATA dialing parity

orders in AT&T's Reply Comments, filed in this docket on December 4, 1996.

The documents, pleadings and orders related to these proceedings, which are

extensive, were previously provided to the Commission, its counsel and all other parties of

6



interest. In the interest of not unnecessarily burdening this docket, additional copies will

be provided upon request.

d. If statewide intraLATA dialing parity is not being offered, is the

necessary equipment deployed to provide intraLATA dialing at the same time as

Ameritech Michigan or any of its affiliates is permitted to offer interLATA service?

For the purpose of this question, such preparedness means actually providing the

service, not simply taking orders.

AT&T Reply Comments: Ameritech in its Compliance filing states that it has

deployed the necessary equipment to provide intraLATA dialing parity and, "in any event,

no later than the time that Ameritech Michigan or any of its affiliates is permitted to offer

interLATA service." (p.8) AT&T has no way of ascertaining if indeed the equipment

has been deployed as Ameritech claims. However, AT&T would point out that, effective

January 1, 1997, Ameritech will begin recovering the costs associated with the

implementation ofintraLATA presubscription. (See MBT TariffNo. 20R, Part 21,

Section 2, paragraph 6.1.3.) To AT&T's knowledge, Ameritech has not demonstrated

that the costs being recovered have, in fact, actually been incurred as of January 1, and

would argue that Ameritech's own submission would bring this into question.

Additionally, AT&T is attaching a newsletter discussing a problem associated with

a customer's wish to presubscribe to Ameritech for intraLATA toll service, while receiving

local service from another carrier. This attachment is intended to point out uncertainties

associated with the actual provision the service.

7



Dated: December 19, 1996

Joan Marsh
AT&T Corp.
4660 S. Hagadorn Rd., Suite 640
East Lansing, MI 48823
Telephone: (517) 332-9610
Fax: (517) 230-8210

Respectfully submitted

By: ~ . o...'\...:l-~
orge Hogg, Jr. (PI5055) Cop)
hur 1. LeVasseur (P29394)

Fischer, Franklin & Ford
3500 Guardian Building
Detroit, MI 48104-1192
Telephone: (313) 962-5210
Fax: (313) 962-4559

Attorneys for AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.
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Michigan Com~tive
Telec:ommunica~o-:,s Network
ProViders Assoaaoon

A periodic update on compstnJon in Michigan's telecommunications industry September, 1996

AME8JTECH SAYS "NO" TO COMP..EI.InONI
The doors to competition and choice

for phone customers, poised to swing
open on July 26, were suddenly slammed
shut when Ameritech defied a Michigan
Public Service Commission (MPSC) order
to give customers choice in who they
want to use for their intra-LATA phone
calls.

The MPSC had ordered Ameritech
to provide its customers with -dial-one
parity" in 82 percent of its exchanges
starting July 26, with most of the rest
phased in by the end of 1996.

Instead, Ameritech has thumbed its
nose at the MPSC, announcing it would
cut certain access fees for intra-LATA
calls made by customers who dial a five­
digit access code. Since only a handful of
customers go through that arduous
process, virtually no consumers will
benefit from Ameritech's action and true
competition will continue to be blocked.

-Am,ritech's decision u. to reduce
access fees cather than offering Michigan
cystomers in 82 percent of bs exchanges
a ohoice for local tQII service is antj­
competitive pehaviQr at ns worst. It said
Ray O'CQnnell, AT&T public relations vice
president for the Central states. "It is a
blatant and obvious attempt to sidestep
the intent of last month's Qrder by the
MPSC."

Dial-1 PBrity: Means B phone customer
can select any company they wish to
handle all of their long-distance calls,
including those in their area codes, without
having to dial a special five-digit code
before dialing 1-then ths area code-then
the number. That's impossible in 90
percent of Michigan today.

Meanwhile, Ameritech's Chainnan
and Chief Executive Officer, Richard C.
Notebaert, has been portraying the
reduction in access fees as a mQve to
help foster competition. In an interview.
Notebaert hypes the mQnQpoly's decision
to lower -access charges" but neglects to
say that this reduction in access fees was
ordtfftd-by the MPSC as the penalty for
denying C\!§torners dial-one choices.

-Ameritech is attempting to block
competitiQn and·deny customers a choice
by trying to do everything it can to hQld on
to its monopoly of local toll service in
Michigan," said O'Connell. -We are urging
the MPSC to '" enforce its standing order
that the company give Michigan
consumers and businesses a real chQice
for local toll providers."

HA
~ANY FOBJ"EAVIN.ti

Not only do customers have to pay
Ameritech to use its services, today
Ameritech is charging people for QQt
~ its services.

This situation has happened tQ a
west Michigan cQmpany that wanted to
switch its local telephone prOVider from
Ameritech tQ Brooks Fiber
CommunicatiQns, one of the few non­
monopQly companies that have been
trying to offer both IQcal and IQng-distance
service in Michigan.

According to Marty Clift. president of
Brooks Fiber Communications. the
business customer wanted to drQp
Ameritech's local service and switch tQ
BrQoks Fiber, while continuing to use



MGlPA Nawoall

Ameritech for intra-lATA calls (short haul
long-dIstance calls generally made within
a caller's area code). Amemech, unhappy
with this maneuver, decided that b
custom.r would bave to pay I Semination
R,nalty of S2,QOO for swjtchlng to Brooks
Fiber,

Even though the customer was
going to continue using Ameritech for its
intra-LATA service, Ameritecb felt it
should penalize and fine the customer for
not using all the services it provides. This
is yet another example of Ameritech
attempting to prevent fair and open
competition from occurring In Michigan's
telecommunications industry and Is
contrary to the intent of the Miohigan law
which requires the unbUndling of services.

After months of negotiation aimed at
opening focal phone service to
competition, Mel and AT&T have been
forced to ask the MPSC to arbitrate the
unresolved issues in the companies'
ongoing negotiations with Ameritech,

Ameritech has refused to negotiate
fruitfully on a variety of key Issues that
would finally allow focaJ consumers to
have real choices in the ohone service
they have - choices that the Michigan
Legislature said it wanted them to have
when it passed the Michigan

Telecommunications Act last year,

After six months of foot-dragging by
monopoly giant Ameritech, MOl and
AT&T hope that binding arbitration will
finally result in an agreement that wm
allow them to interconnect customers.

What we want to do is be able to
compete fairly and effectively," said Joan
Campion, regional director of Mel. -The
only way we can do that ... is for

p_z
Ameritech to comply with the MPSC
order."

The decision in this proceeding will
be the single most important detenninant
of if, when, and how broadly across
Michigan consumers will enjoy the
choices in local telecommunications
service that they have long enjoyed In
long-distance. Since 1&84. th' price of In
aVerag, long:dt1tlDCCt call bas
R1ymlllltld by almost 70 percent,
Michigan consumers WQuld likely see
limit.r dramatic reduction once the
Amertttch mongPOly IDds.

"The outcome of arbitration will do
more than simply set the tenns under
which AT&T competes with Ameritech,·
said Bonnie Manzi, AT&T vice president
of local services. -It will also detennlne
whether customers really will have a tnte
choice in the locaf service mar1<el"

Among the issues still unsettled after
months of discussion: pricing, service
quality, branding and various operational
details. MO' and AT&T would like to
continue negotiations with Ameritech
throughout arbitration to resolve as many
Issues as possible outside the arbitration
process. It remains to be seen whether
Ameritech can be as cooperative.

o A
tiETWDBK

This Is our fifth edition of MCTPA
NElWORK. MCTPA was formed to bring
about true competition in the
telecommunications mar1<et.

auestions? Please call Richard
McLellan. chairman of MCTPA, at 517­
374-9100, by fax at 517-374·9191 t or
Intemet address, 5634154@ mcimail.com.



U-11104
SERVICE LIST

Mr. Larry Salustro
Ms. Cheryl Urbanski
AT&T
4660 S. Hagadorn Road, Suite 640
East Lansing, MI 48823

Mr. George Hogg, Jr.
Fischer, Franklin & Ford
3500 Guardian Building
Detroit, MI 48226-3801

Mr. David Marvin
Mr. Michael Ashton
Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster, PC
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Roderick Coy
Mr. Stewart Binke
Clark Hill P.L.C.
200 N. Capitol Ave., Suite 600
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Douglas Trabaris
233 S. Wacker Dr., Suite 2100
Chicago, IL 60606

Mr. Norman Witte
115 W. Allegan Ave., lOth Floor
Lansing, MI 48933-1712

Mr. Albert Ernst
Dykema Gossett
800 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Craig Anderson
Mr. Michael Holmes
444 Michigan Ave., Room 1750
Detroit, MI 48226

Mr. Orjiakor N. Isiogu
Assistant Attorney General
Special Litigation Division
630 Law Building
Lansing, MI 48909

Mr. Timothy P. Collins
Continental Cable Vision
26500 Northwestern Hwy. Suite 203
Southfield, MI 48076

Mr. Mark J. Burzych
Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, PC
313 S. Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933

Ms. Linda Oliver
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Richard D. Gamber, Jr.
Michigan Consumer Federation
115 West Allegan, Suite 500
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Richard Kowalewski
Sprint Communications Company LP
8140 Ward Parkway, 5-E
Kansas City, MO 64114

Ms. Katherine E. Brown
US Department of Justice
Antitrust Division
555 4th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001

Ms. Gayle Teicher
Federal Communications Commission
Policy Division,
Common Carrier Bureau
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 544
Washington, DC 20554

Mr. Harvey Messing
Ms. Sherri A. Wellman
Loomis, Ewert, Parsley, Davis &

Gotting, P.C.
232 S. Capitol Ave., Suite 1000
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Todd J. Stein
Sanders & Stein
235 Fulton, #206
Grand Haven, MI 49417



Mr. Andrew Isar
Telecommunications Resellers Associaton
P.O. Box 2461
Gug Harbor, WA 98335

Mr. Richard C. Gould
BRE Communications, Inc.
4565 Wilson Avenue
Grandville, MI 49418


